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Objective. To evaluate 18 shared-use agreements (SUAs) implemented in Los Angeles County during
2010–2012. SUAs opened school grounds and/or facilities in seven school districts to increase physical activity
opportunities for under-resourced communities with high prevalence of obesity.
Methods.We reviewed the extent to which SUAs addressed school district concerns about cost responsibility,
sustainability, and scope. A school site and community partner survey was conducted to inform planning and to
facilitate comparisons of the types and range of legal clauses (up to 16) contained in the agreements. We used
geographic information systems and 2010 United States Census data to estimate the population reached and
the potential beneﬁts of the SUAs.Results. SUAs varied in the degree to which they addressed the three categories of concerns. Eight of the 18
agreements included 13 of the 16 legal clauses. We estimate that these SUAs have the potential to reach nearly
165,000 children (ages 5–19) andmore than 500,000 adults (ages 20–64) at a cost of about $0.38 per community
member reached.
Conclusion. SUAs that include legal clauses to address school concerns about factors such as vandalism,
stafﬁng and funding represent a promising strategy for increasing physical activity opportunities in under-
resourced neighborhoods where the prevalence of obesity is high.© 2014 Elsevier Inc.Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.Introduction
Obesity has reached elevated proportions in recent decades with
prevalence estimates approaching 17% for children and 35% for adults
in the United States (U.S.) (Ogden et al., 2012). Public health authorities
are beginning to look for cost-effective ways to reduce this epidemic.
Increased physical activity is a candidate strategy because of its numer-
ous health beneﬁts, including the potential to attenuate cardiovascular
disease and diabetes risk (Kahn et al., 2002; Norman et al., 2006; TaskLos Angeles County; CPPW,
ers for Disease Control and
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Understanding; GIS, geographic
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ND license.Force on Community Preventive Services (USTFCPS), 2001). Research
has shown that there is a positive association between proximity to
parks/recreational facilities and increased physical activity levels
(Roemmich et al., 2006; Sallis et al., 2011). Programming and group
activities, for example, have been found to be related to increased
usage of school facilities and improved levels of moderate-to-vigorous
physical activity (Laﬂeur et al., 2013). Having convenient, reliable access
to open space/recreational areas or programing that encourages physi-
cal activity, however, can be challenging, especially for under-resourced
communities (Marie, 2007; Powell et al., 2006; Spengler et al., 2007).
Shared-use agreements (SUAs) where school property (i.e., the
grounds, facilities, or both) and programming are shared between
schools and community-based entities represent a strategy to address
this public health problem. A shared-use agreement outlines an agree-
ment between two or more parties that details and enumerates each
party's responsibilities in the partnership. Shared-use encompasses a
diverse array of agreement types, including joint-use agreements
(JUA) and Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs). These contractual
documents may be legally binding or non-binding; but whether or not
they are legally binding does not diminish their potential beneﬁts. A
S5L. Burbage et al. / Preventive Medicine 67 (2014) S4–S9formal agreement adds value to each partnership by laying out the
expectations of the entering parties, reducing the odds that the relation-
ship would dissolve prematurely.
School grounds offer clean, protected, and often underutilized space
that community members can use for physical activity (Maddock et al.,
2008). Communities that seek to promote physical activity and improve
access to recreational space can partnerwith school districts. Non-proﬁt
organizations are also important partners as they often receive outside
funding to provide programming (Laﬂeur et al., 2013).
SUAs offer the opportunity for both parties to clarify their intent and
roles in the partnership, as well as to identify their individual interests.
Even when state laws generally provide schools strong protection
against liability for injuries to recreational users of school properties
(California Tort Claims Act, 2012), the perceived threat of tort liability
remains an important deterrent to schools' decisions to participate
(Spengler et al., 2007; Zimmerman et al., 2013). A potential strategy
for overcoming this barrier is the usage of comprehensive agreements
that can address concerns about costs, liability, and authorized activi-
ties. SUAs that address a range of issues help create conﬁdence for the
parties in the agreement, fostering the conditions necessary for success-
ful sharing of resources while reducing the likelihood of termination
(ChangeLab Solutions, 2009a; Zimmerman et al., 2013).
Community-based active living strategies (e.g., healthy eating and
physical activity promotion) represent priorities for the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). In the Communities Putting
Prevention to Work (CPPW) program, for example, the local arm in Los
Angeles County (LAC) – the Renew Environments for Nutrition, Exercise
and Wellness in LA County initiative (RENEW) – focused on addressing
three primary objectives: 1) improving the built environment; 2)
increasing access to healthy foods; and 3) decreasing sedentary behav-
iors through system and environmental change (U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, 2010; Bunnell et al., 2012). To address the third objective,
RENEW supported several key school-based programs from 2010 to
2012. Among them, the Joint-Use Moving People to Play (JUMPP) Task
Force initiated and completed several SUAs in under-resourced commu-
nities with high prevalence of child and adult obesity.
Although interest in SUAs is growing,much remains unknown about
the processes required to construct and effectively implement them.
Few studies have addressed physical activity-related SUAs, and even
fewer have taken an in-depth look at the legal components that canTable 1
The model process used by the JUMPP Task Force to help develop, adopt and implement share
Phase I
Community
assessment
Phase II
Develop shared-use
strategy
Phase III
Coalition building/broadening
➢ Step 1. Identify
and document
local problems
and issues.
➢ Step 2. Examine
the geo-social
environment.
➢ Step 1. Develop
goals for the
shared-use
agreement(s).
➢ Step 2. Consider
organizational
resources.
➢ Step 3. Identify
constituents,
allies and
opponents.
➢ Step 4. Identify
key decision-
makers to inform.
➢ Step 5. Provide
technical assistance,
as needed.
➢ Step 1. Build/broaden coalition(s)
in support of the shared-use
agreement(s).
➢ Step 2. Reﬁne and utilize coalition
approaches to informing and
educating decision-makers.
➢ Step 3. Create and assemble a
shared-use tool kit for use by
participant school districts and/or
community groups.
a Although the JUMPP Task Force used the model process to assist with several shared-use a
model process was tailored to the stage of readiness and preparation for each school district anfoster a mutually beneﬁcial partnership (ChangeLab Solutions, 2009a).
In the present article, we contribute to this gap in public health practice
by reviewing 18 SUAs signed and implemented in LAC.Where appropri-
ate, we used mixed methods to describe the JUMPP effort, estimate the
population reached by the SUA interventions, and examine the beneﬁts
of investing in shared-use strategies. Although the concerns of both
parties in the agreement are important, the present study centered
only on the interests of the school districts, the entities that have the
greatest perceived risk of liability and costs (ChangeLab Solutions,
2009a, 2009b; National Policy and Legal Analysis Network to Prevent
Childhood Obesity (NPLAN), 2010).
Methods
Construction of shared-use agreements
In 2010, with support from RENEW and guidance on the SUA process from
the JUMPP Task Force (Table 1), school districts were identiﬁed and selected
according to their childhood obesity prevalence (Ofﬁce of Health Assessment
and Epidemiology, Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, 2011),
with thehighest receiving priority. Theﬁrst seven eligible districts that provided
RENEW with letters of commitment signed by their superintendents were
recruited; the ﬁnal list of districts included: ABC Uniﬁed, Compton Uniﬁed, El
Monte City, Pomona Uniﬁed, Mountain View, Pasadena Uniﬁed, and the Los
Angeles Uniﬁed School District (LAUSD). Upon selection, a review of each
district's schools and their physical activity-related programming was conduct-
ed. Trained observers conducted school site observations after shared-use
agreements were implemented. All 7 districts had disproportionately high
child and adult obesity rates, and all had executed a shared-use agreement
between schools and community or government entities from January 2010
through December 2012. Following this review, an online school site and
community partner survey was sent out to key representatives from each of
the school districts (for one of the districts, two representatives were asked to
participate). Findings from this school site and community partner survey
were used to create a framework from which to analyze and compare the
completed JUMPP-assisted SUAs.When appropriate, potential reach and select-
ed costs were estimated for the SUAs to provide context on the beneﬁts of this
obesity prevention strategy.
Nearly all of the selected school sites in the JUMPP initiative were located in
neighborhoods with higher obesity prevalence, lower income, and less open
space than the average community in the county. As of 2008, the childhood
obesity prevalence in the selected districts was above the county average
(22.0%), ranging from 24.4% to 33.6% (Ofﬁce of Health Assessment and
Epidemiology, Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, 2011). Studentd-use agreements in Los Angeles County, 2010–12.a
Phase IV
Implementation
Phase V
Strategy oversight
➢ Step 1. Implement coalition
building strategies, employing
the shared-use tool kit and
other tools.
➢ Step 2. Negotiate terms of
shared-use agreement(s) and
prepare for signature.
➢ Step 3. Execute the agreement(s).
➢ Step 4. Implement the different
elements or provisions contained
in the agreement(s).
➢ Step 1. Raise public awareness
about the agreement(s) and
their potential beneﬁts.
➢ Step 2. Monitor use of school
grounds/facilities as per
executed agreement(s).
➢ Step 3. Periodically assess and
address any needs for amending
the executed agreement(s).
➢ Step 4. Negotiate any necessary
amendments to the agreement(s)
with governing or responsible
party(-ies).
➢ Step 5. Execute the amendment (s),
as needed.
greements, not all agreements required all phases or steps of the process. In each case, the
d the community.
S6 L. Burbage et al. / Preventive Medicine 67 (2014) S4–S9demographics for each of the selected district were believed to be representa-
tive of the community at large and speciﬁcally, of the community members
(children and families) most likely to use the opened school grounds and/or fa-
cilities as a result of the SUAs (Table 2).
To facilitate physical activity-speciﬁc SUAs, the JUMPP Task Force began its
efforts by ﬁrst assessing the school districts' receptiveness towards opening
their space/facilities to the adjacent communities. The school site and commu-
nity partner survey was an online survey of school district key informants. It
was sent to one or two stakeholders engaged in each site-speciﬁc SUA adopted
and implemented under RENEW. Survey recipients were encouraged to speak
with colleagues engaged in the shared-use (joint-use) work to capture their
input in the survey responses. Survey items were developed by DPH staff, in
collaboration with staff from the Sarah Samuels Center for Public Health
Research & Evaluation and from the Los Angeles County Ofﬁce of Education, as
no previously validated items were identiﬁed in the literature at the time the
survey was ﬁelded. The survey was conducted between June and August
2011. The survey's thirteen items speciﬁcally assessed: respondent's role in
the site speciﬁc shared-use agreement at their school, implementation
challenges, types of participants observed utilizing school sites during the
shared-use period, perceptions of how the SUA impacted community physical
activity levels and relationship with the school site, resources needed in order
to continue to implement the SUA at the school/make it more sustainable, and
lessons learned/advice for others interested in implementing SUAs at school
sites. Items were a combination of closed and open-ended questions. The
response rate was 53% (10 out of 19). Through this survey, the Task Force
assessed participating districts' views about the SUA process; the survey includ-
ed questions about barriers facing each district and planned use for each of the
SUAs. Results from the survey helped inform the Task Force about school
districts' needs and concerns regarding the agreements. The Task Force applied
these ﬁndings, along with other school information, to help characterize the
types of legal clauses in the agreements, which addressed common issues
such as cost-sharing, liability, and facility maintenance. The challenges ad-
dressed through the survey were concerns regarding: operations/maintenance,
liability, stafﬁng, vandalism, budget, and safety. This information provided a
framework from which to expand upon and to identify additional barriers
that may face school districts in establishing a sustainable partnership through
a SUA.
From 2010 to 2012, the JUMPP Task Force facilitated 18 SUAs in the seven
school districts. These 18 SUAs included programmatic and open-gate agree-
ments and varied in terms of duration, scope and codiﬁed arrangements with
the community. Although a few of the agreements were initiated prior to the
start of RENEW, most were started and completed with JUMPP Task Force
support (i.e., JUMPP provided stafﬁng, technical assistance, or both). TheTable 2
Student characteristics of school districts with JUMPP-assisted shared-use agreements in Los A
ABC Uniﬁed
School District
(n = 20,682)
Pasadena Uniﬁed
School District
(n = 19,803)
Mountain View
School District
(n = 8021)
El Monte City
School District
(n = 9534)
Race/ethnicity
Hispanic 42.1% 59.2% 93.2% 78.4%
Black 9.8% 17.3% 0.1% 0.3%
Asian/Paciﬁc
Islander
37.9% 5.0% 5.8% 18.0%
Caucasian 7.8% 14.3% 0.6% 2.9%
Othera 2.3% 3.2% 0.2% 0.4%
Prevalence of childhood overweight and obesity in the community
Overweightb 18.8% 19.4% 21.3% 22.3%
Obeseb 18.7% (Hawaiian
Gardens — 29.5%)
24.4% 33.6% 30.1%
a Category includes mixed race, American Indian, and/or Alaska Native (not Hispanic).
b Notes: Estimates of overweight and obesity are based on objectivelymeasured height
Physical Fitness Testing Program (FITNESSGRAM©). These data are collected o
body composition are also assessed on these students annually.
All schools in these districts are physically located in the county of Los Angeles.
Childhood overweight was deﬁned as having a gender-speciﬁc BMI-for-age ≥85th and b9
Childhood obesity was deﬁned as having a gender-speciﬁc BMI-for-age at or above the 95
Overweight and obesity prevalence estimates were calculated using a modiﬁed data cleanshared-use framework of JUMPP allowed selected districts the ﬂexibility to
use a variety of existingmechanisms (e.g., civic center permit, space lease agree-
ment, Memorandum of Understanding [MOU], and other formalized agree-
ments) to implement arrangements that mutually beneﬁted each school and
the community partner(s). For the purposes of this article, all 18 JUMPP-
assisted agreements were grouped under the general category of “SUAs”, as
long as they provided the desired outcome of increasing community access to
school property for physical activity,with a focus on children and adults, regard-
less of legal status.
Analysis of completed shared-use agreements
To be included in the analysis, JUMPP-assisted SUAs must have been ex-
ecuted by the end of March 2012. Using the challenges listed in the school
site and community partner survey as a baseline (operations/maintenance,
liability, stafﬁng, vandalism, budget, and safety), we developed a frame-
work from which to evaluate the completed SUAs. Vandalism was incorpo-
rated under the safety clause, since it seems to encompass the concerns
covered by the clause. The remaining clauses came from reviewing tools
provided by other organizations that have conducted extensive research
on shared-use documents (ChangeLab Solutions, 2009a; Vincent and
Cooper, 2008). Clauses that overlapped the model agreements provided
by ChangeLab Solutions and were identiﬁed as important in other shared-
use partnership tools were included in the evaluation. These common
clauses (SUAs) fell naturally into three overarching categories: cost respon-
sibility, sustainability, and scope. The cost responsibility category included
such contractual elements as each party's responsibilities for liability/
indemnity, insurance, security, and restitution/repairs. Elements such as
sanitation, other facility maintenance responsibilities, and state/local law
compliance fell under the sustainability category. Finally, elements that
deﬁned the range of program services to be provided, speciﬁc spaces/facil-
ities to be utilized, and use periods of the school grounds/facilities were
grouped under the scope category. Agreements were also analyzed by type
of mechanism used and whether the SUA included programmatic and/or
open-gate elements.
To provide supplemental context to the 18 SUA reviews, we calculated the
potential number of residents reached by each agreement intervention, using
geographic information systems (GIS) and the 2010 Census data (U.S. Census,
2010). Mapping of the 49 SUA school locations, for example, was carried out
using a 1-mile buffer placed around each of the shared-use school sites with
the assumption that community members may travel up to 1 mile to use the
open space or facilities. When reviewing the literature, we found a lack of
consensus on an acceptable distance that people are willing to travel to forngeles County, school year 2010–11.
Los Angeles
Uniﬁed
School District
(n = 667,251)
Compton Uniﬁed
School District
(n = 24,221)
Pomona Uniﬁed
School District
(n = 28,295)
All selected school districts
in Los Angeles County
(n = 1,589,390)
73.4% 78.0% 82.5% 63.7%
9.9% 16.6% 5.9% 8.8%
6.5% 0.6% 5.8% 10.4%
8.8% 0.2% 4.5% 14.8%
0.5% 0.2% 1.2% 1.1%
20.4% 21.1% 19.9% 19.1%
25.9% 29.1% 28.0% 22.4%
andweight (calculated bodymass index or BMI) collected annually as part of the California
n ~300,000 students in grades 5, 7, and 9 enrolled in California public schools. Fitness and
5th percentiles using the 2000 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Growth Charts.
th percentile using the 2000 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Growth Charts.
ing algorithm.
S7L. Burbage et al. / Preventive Medicine 67 (2014) S4–S9recreation, ranging from 1/8th of a mile to 1 mile (Harnik and Simms, 2004).
Although we believe people are not likely to walk more than 1/2 mile to a
park or recreation space, given the commuter culture of LAC and the lack of
recreational facilities in the targeted communities, we believe 1 mile is an
acceptable distance for people to travel. Population in the surrounding commu-
nity was estimated for each of the census tracts within the 1-mile radius (buffer
region), assuming uniform population numbers throughout the census tract.
When appropriate, we calculated a ratio of CPPW funds invested to community
members reached, based on the total expenditures or investments made by the
JUMPP Task Force to construct and implement SUAs across the seven school dis-
tricts. DPH's institutional review board reviewed and approved all study proto-
cols, procedures, and materials prior to ﬁeldwork.
Results
Eighteen SUAs met the criteria for inclusion (JUMPP-assisted,
physical activity-related, focus on children and adults). Of the eight
school representatives that completed the school site and communi-
ty partner survey, approximately half (50%) reported safety, vandal-
ism, and stafﬁng as their top concerns. A little over one-third (37.5%)
considered operational/maintenance issues as a challenge. Approxi-
mately 62.5% indicated that their school district would be amendable
to opening outdoor school facilities for community use outside of
regular school hours; about half would work with third parties
(e.g., sports leagues, government agencies, and community organi-
zations) to operate programs (e.g., walking clubs, swimming lessons,
and Zumba®/ﬁtness classes) outside of the regular school hours
(Table 3).
In total, there were 16 legal clauses identiﬁed under the three over-
arching categories: cost responsibility (5 clauses), sustainability (7
clauses), and scope (4 clauses). Under the scope category, nearly all of
the SUAs (n = 17 agreements) included all of the provisions; one SUA
failed to directly address use period. The clauses contained within the
other two categories, cost responsibility and sustainability were not as
consistently represented. Although the clauses on indemnity (in
n = 12 agreements), insurance (n = 13), restitution/repairs (n = 12),
and liability (n = 13)were included in amajority of the agreements, se-
curity was addressed only in less than half of the JUMPP-assisted SUAs
(n = 7). Similarly, while clauses in the sustainability category such as
state/local law compliance (in n = 18 agreements), communication
protocol (n = 11), and operations/maintenance (n = 13) were includ-
ed in themajority (Table 4), other sustainability clauses suchas sanitation
(n = 9), severability (n = 9), and transferability (n = 7) were only
represented in half or less than half of the agreements (Table 4).
Among the 18 SUAs, the type of agreement appeared to be related to
the number and type of clauses thatwere incorporated as part of each of
the three overarching categories. Agreements for Services/Shared-use
Agreements and License Agreements contained the highest number of
clauses (mean = 15.1 clauses) while Community Recreation Agreements
(mean = 6.7 clauses) and Letter of Agreements (mean = 7.0 clauses)
contained the fewest.
Supplemental context
In supplemental analysis, the 18 JUMPP-assisted SUAswere estimat-
ed to have the potential to reach approximately 29,035 children (ages
5–19) and 89,155 adults (ages 20–64) in the surrounding communities.
This estimate was calculated using the census tracts that were included
in the 1-mile radius of the school sites and assumed 10% of the popula-
tion may participate. The estimate represented the potential reach
count of people that could potentially participate. Although it has a
number of limitations, reach estimates are often used by funding
agencies such as the CDC to help plan and make decisions about
resource allocations (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
2012). Based on a total of $281,515 invested in the JUMPP Task Force
effort, it was estimated that approximately 4 community members
were reached for every $10 spent during the CPPW-RENEW program($0.38 per member reached); these cost projections, however, did not
account for the programming (if offered) or each school site's costs of
maintaining the opened space/facilities.
Discussion
Many of the concerns noted by the school districts were addressed
by the elements found in the SUAs. However legal clauses related to
security were surprisingly not as common as expected based on school
concerns. This lack of inclusion may affect the continuation of each
agreement over time. Given the importance of sanitation and facility
maintenance services to a school, it was also surprising that these
operational issues were not addressed in writing in more of the
school–community arrangements. Omission of these clauses or lack of
their inclusion may be due to the nature, duration and circumstances
surrounding each agreement. Standardized legal analysis of SUAs and
technical assistance, as well as tools provided by such organizations as
ChangeLab Solutions, could help mitigate these and other overlooked
issues during the construction of a shared-use agreement (ChangeLab
Solutions, 2009a). Collectively, the beneﬁts of working with the
JUMPP Task Forcewere evident by the higher number of school districts
that instituted a programmatic element in their contractual arrange-
ments (more than were originally planned) and the emphasis that the
JUMPP-assisted SUAs had adult-oriented programming (Table 4). The
programmatic inclusion had previously been shown to be associated
with greater usage of the opened space or facilities by community
members (Laﬂeur et al., 2013).
Many of the costs related to SUA implementation were not enu-
merated in this present review due to limited information on ex-
penses incurred by the school districts and the local organizations
themselves. Accounting for these additional expenditures, the ratio
of CPPW funds invested-to-community members reached would in-
crease. Further research and economic evaluations are clearly need-
ed to study this important subject matter, including: more
comprehensive legal classiﬁcation of SUA types; costs incurred by
school districts and individual schools while participating in these
efforts; and whether SUAs increased net physical activity among
community members.
Conclusions
With declining budgets and resources inmany jurisdictions, SUAs
and the partnerships they support may offer important opportuni-
ties for cities and/or communities to promote physical activity at
relatively lower cost as compared to other strategies, maximizing
existing community assets when possible. The achievements of the
JUMPP Task Force during 2010–2012 represent emerging models of
SUA design and practice that can be replicated and potentially used
to guide future shared-use efforts in other communities across the
United States.
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Table 3
Facilitators and barriers to establishing shared-use agreements in Los Angeles County: results from a school site and community partner survey of eight school district representatives,
2010–11.a
Percent (n)
Facilitators (organizational readiness to…)
Open outdoor school facilities to community use outside of regular school hours. 62.5% (5)
Open indoor school facilities to community use outside of regular school hours. 25.0% (2)
Encourage third party useb of indoor and/or outdoor school facilities to operate programs outside of regular school hours for community members and students. 50.0% (4)
Engage in reciprocal shared-use of district and city recreation facilities. 37.5% (3)
Concerns/barriers to establishing shared-use agreements
Concerns about operations and/or maintenance. 37.5% (3)
Concerns about liability risks. 50% (4)
Concerns about safety for community members and/or students. 50% (4)
Concerns about vandalism. 50% (4)
Concerns about budget constraints. 75.0% (6)
Concerns about stafﬁng, including janitorial staff. 50% (4)
Other concerns (none of the above). 25.0% (2)
a All participants (school district representatives) of the school site and community partner surveywere asked to check all that apply on questions about facility locations, concerns, and
perceived barriers to establishing a shared-use agreement. The Sarah Samuels Center for Public Health Research & Evaluation was contracted to conduct the online school site and
community partner survey with guidance from the JUMPP Task Force. There were eight total participants (one representative from each of 6 school districts, and 2 from one of the larger
districts).
b Example: sports leagues, government agencies, and/or community organizations.
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Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (#3U58DP002485-01S1)
and by a grant from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation's Public
Health Law Research Program (#70512). The ﬁndings and conclusions
in the article are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent
the views or the ofﬁcial position(s) of the Los Angeles County Depart-
ment of Public Health, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) or any other organization mentioned in the text. Users of this
document should be aware that every funding source has different re-
quirements governing the appropriate use of funding. Under U.S. law,
no Federal funds are permitted to be used for lobbying or to inﬂuence,Table 4
Common legal clauses found in shared-use agreements: comparison of 18 JUMPP-assisted agre
ganized by agreement type, 2010–2012.
1a 2a 3a 4a 5a 6a 7b 8b
Cost responsibility clauses
Liability/indemnity ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Insurance/risk management ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Security protocol ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Restitution/repairs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Sustainability clauses
Sanitation ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Termination/default ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Severability ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Transferability ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
State/local law compliance ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Communication protocol ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Maintenance ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Scope clauses
Included area(s) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Term/duration ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Programs/services materials/equipment ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Use period ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
a Agreement for Services/Shared-use Agreement.
b License Agreement.
c Community Recreation Agreement.
d Memorandum of Understanding.
e Application and Permit/Agreement for Use.
f Contract.
g Letter of Agreement.directly or indirectly, speciﬁc pieces of pending or proposed legislation
at the federal, state, or local level. Organizations should consult appro-
priate legal counsel to ensure compliance with all rules, regulations,
and restriction of any funding sources. The CDC invited authors to sub-
mit this article for the CDC-sponsored supplement through a contract
with ICF International (Contract No. 200-2007-22643-0003). Through
this contract, the contracted ﬁrm supported staff training and review
by scientiﬁc writers for the development of the paper. Staff at the CDC
has reviewed the article for design and data collection methodology,
and for scientiﬁc accuracy. All authors have read and approved the
ﬁnal version.ements implemented in seven school districts (49 school sites) in Los Angeles County, or-
9c 10c 11c 12d 13d 14e 15e 16e 17f 18g Percent
(n)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 83.3% (15)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 72.2% (13)
38.9% (7)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 66.7% (12)
✓ ✓ 50.0% (9)
✓ ✓ 55.5% (10)
✓ 50.0% (9)
✓ 38.9% (7)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 100% (18)
✓ ✓ ✓ 61.1% (11)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 72.2% (13)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 100% (18)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 100% (18)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 100% (18)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 94.4% (17)
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